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This paper proposes a new approximation formula for pricing average options on com-
modities under a stochastic volatility environment. In particular, it derives an option
pricing formula under Heston and an extended λ-SABR stochastic volatility models
(which includes an extended SABR model as a special case). Moreover, numerical
examples support the accuracy of the proposed average option pricing formula.1 Introduction
Average options are very popular derivatives in over-the-counter (OTC) commodity
markets. 1 On the contrary, analytic approximation formulas for pricing average price
commodity options are unknown except for the Black-Scholes model.
It is fairly common in market practice to price exotic options based on calibration
to option prices in a more liquid market (e.g. see pp.48-49 in [1]). For instance,
average price options on West Texas Intermediate (WTI) crude oil futures contracts are
evaluated based on a model whose parameters are obtained by calibration to the prices
of the more liquid American vanilla options on WTI futures traded on the NYMEX
division of the CME Group.
However, it is almost impossible for one parameter set under the Black-Scholes op-
tion pricing model to reproduce market prices with various strikes for a given maturity.
Hence, it is well-known in practice that the Black-Scholes option pricing model is not
appropriate for valuation of average price options with calibration to the prices of more
liquid plain-vanilla options (e.g. see p.1 in [2]), and that more complex models such as
stochastic volatility models are necessary for the calibration.
This paper applies stochastic volatility models and proposes a new approximation
formula for pricing average option under Heston model as well as an extension of
the Е-SABR (SABR) model (Labordere [11] (Haganet. al.[7])). To the best of our
knowledge, this paper is the ﬁrst one that provides an analytic (approximation) formula
under a stochastic volatility environment for the valuation of average options traded
in the commodity markets. Moreover, it gives estimates of average option prices under
stochastic volatility markets based on the parameters obtained by calibration to the
market prices of American options on WTI futures under stochastic volatility models.
In addition, our pricing models take the speciﬁc feature of the WTI average price
option into consideration: the underlying price of an average option is the average of
the settlement prices of the ﬁrst nearby WTI futures contract during the last one month
prior to the maturity of the average option. Note also that the expiration of an average
option is the last business day of a calendar month, while trading of a WTI futures
contract usually ceases on the third business day prior to the twenty-ﬁfth calendar day.
Hence, the settlement prices of WTI futures contracts with two consecutive maturities
are relevant for the the underlying price of the average option. (See (2) in Section
2.) Similarly, American options on WTI futures with two consecutive maturities are
relevant for calibration to plain-vanilla option prices. The proposed models in this
paper incorporate those features of the WTI average price option.
Although Yoshida [24] and Takahashi[13],[14] apply the asymptotic expansion method
to pricing average options, the underlying price they consider is a continuous average
of an asset price that does not represent the underlying price of a contract in the real
world precisely. Hence the formula they derived can not be used directly for valuation
of average options traded in actual markets. Also they do not investigate the numerical
1Average options are traded mainly in OTC markets (e.g. see P.40 in [9]), while they are illiquid in
the listed markets such as CME Group.
1accuracies of the third order expansion under stochastic volatility models.
As for pricing average options with stochastic volatility models, there are some
exiting works: for instance, Fouque and Han[4] have derived asymptotic solutions to
arithmetic average options under a class of fast mean-reverting stochastic volatility
models. Wong and Cheung[22] extended their works to geometric average options
pricing and calibration. Fouque and Han[5] used the solution of Wong and Cheung[22]
to construct an eﬃcient simulation method for arithmetic average options. Although
these works did not consider the types of options in this paper directly, their methods
may be applicable to the product considered here.
This paper takes Heston model(Heston [8]) and the extended λ-SABR model that
includes the extended SABR model as a special case: They are very popular models for
calibration to plain-vanilla option prices in the various markets. Numerical experiments
show the suﬃcient accuracies of our approximation formulas for pricing average options
under those stochastic volatility models. Moreover, calibration to the market prices of
American options on WTI futures are implemented and average option prices in the
WTI market are estimated based on the calibrated parameters.
Note that it is not eﬃcient in numerical computation to calibrate directly to the
American options under a stochastic volatility model. Alternatively, an implied volatil-
ity for each strike and maturity is estimated from a market price of the American option
under a binomial version of Black-Scholes model. Then, the corresponding European
option price is computed with its implied volatility. Next, given a maturity, calibra-
tion is implemented against those European prices with diﬀerent strikes simultaneously
under Heston, SABR and λ-SABR models. 2 Especially, vanilla option prices under
λ-SABR model are computed by the third order expansion formula of the asymptotic
method, which makes calibration very eﬃcient.
Finally, the prices of average options traded in the WTI market are evaluated with
the calibrated parameters by the asymptotic expansion formula as well as Monte Carlo
simulations. Further, those estimated prices are compared with the settlement prices
of average options traded in CME Group. Note that average options in CME Group
are illiquid since they are traded mainly in OTC market. However, there are no oﬃcial
prices in the OTC market, while the settlement prices in CME Group are announced
every day for the contracts with positive open interests. Thus, the settlement prices of
average options are used as the reference prices in our study.
The organization of the paper is as follows: The next section brieﬂy explains the
structures of average options traded in commodity markets and then describes the
extended λ-SABR and Heston models. Section 3 derives a new asymptotic expansion
formula for the average options. Section 4 presents series of numerical experiments.
Section 5 concludes. Appendix summarizes formulas of the conditional expectations
used for the asymptotic expansion up to the third order.
2The similar procedure is taken in Trolle and Schwartz [19].
22 Average Options under Stochastic Volatility Models
This section brieﬂy describes the structure of average options on commodities, where
the underlying assets are the averages of spot prices or future prices. Then, it presents
two stochastic volatility models, an extended λ-SABR model and Heston model ([8])
used in the subsequent analysis: the extended λ-SABR model adds a drift term to the
original model introduced by [11]. Note that the model with λ = 0 is reduced to the
extended SABR model. (The original SABR model is introduced by [7].)
2.1 Average Option on Commodities
The underlying asset price of an average option contract on commodities is the average
of settlement prices from the ﬁrst business day to the last business day of a calendar
month. In addition, there are two standard types of contracts.
One type is mostly applied to average options on metals in OTC markets(e.g.
Copper). It calculates an average of a commodity’s spot-price every business day
through the month. Let the reference dates t1, ,tn (t1 <  < tn = T), and the










Another standard type is mainly traded in OTC oil markets(e.g. WTI). It refers to a
futures price every business day. As the expiration of trading a futures contract is about
a week before the end of a calendar month, the futures contracts with two consecutive
maturities become the underlying assets of an average option. More precisely, let
the reference dates t1, ,tn1 for the ﬁrst contract and t′
1, ,t′
n2 for the subsequent
contract (t1 <  < tn1 < t′
1 <  < t′
n2 = T). Also denote the relevant two underlying














Thus, the payoﬀ functions of average call and put options with strike price K and
maturity T are given by maxfX(T)   K,0g and maxfK   X(T),0g, respectively.
The subsequent sections will concentrate on the second type because it includes
the ﬁrst type as a special case in terms of the way of averaging. However, there is
a diﬀerence in the underlying asset, a spot or futures. In order that the diﬀerence
does not cause any problems, this paper will present the underlying assets’ models and
pricing formulas which can be applied to both types.
Moreover, it is common in practice that pricing an average option is based on the
calibration to the prices of the liquid vanilla options whose underlying assets are the
same spot or futures contracts as those of the average option. Hence, in order for
calibration, this paper will apply stochastic volatility models to the underlying assets’
dynamics.
32.2 Stochastic Volatility Models
We take an extended λ-SABR model and Heston model as the underlying asset model.
As remarked before, the extended λ-SABR model becomes the extended SABR model
when λ = 0.
First, the extended λ-SABR model is described. For an average option on a com-
modity, the dynamics of the related two underlying asset prices Si (i = 1,2) are de-
scribed under the equivalent martingale measure as follows:
dS1(t) = α1(t)S1(t)dt + v1σ1(t)S1(t)β1dZ1(t), (3)
dS2(t) = α2(t)S2(t)dt + v2σ2(t)S2(t)β2dZ2(t), (4)
dσ1(t) = λ1(θ1   σ1(t))dt + ν1σ1(t)dZ3(t), (5)
dσ2(t) = λ2(θ2   σ2(t))dt + ν2σ2(t)dZ3(t), (6)
where αi, βi 2 [0,1], λi > 0, θi > 0 and νi > 0 (i = 1,2) are constants, and Z1,Z2,Z3
are correlated Brownian motions with correlations ρ12,ρ23,ρ31 2 [ 1,1].
Note that Brownian motion Z3 driving a stochastic volatility component σi(i = 1,2)
is common for two assets while the correlation (ρ13 or ρ23) between the underlying
asset price Si(i = 1,2) and its volatility σi(i = 1,2) is allowed to be diﬀerent for
each asset. Moreover, positive constants v1 and v2 represent diﬀerent levels of two
assets’ volatilities. When the underlying assets are futures contracts, the prices are
martingales under the equivalent martingale measure and hence α1(t) = α2(t) = 0 in
the corresponding stochastic diﬀerential equations described above.
Let W1,W2,W3 independent Brownian motions. Then, the underlying asset prices’
processes are rewritten as follows:
dS1(t) = α1(t)S1(t)dt + µ1σ1(t)S1(t)β1dW1(t), (7)
dS2(t) = α2(t)S1(t)dt + µ2,1σ2(t)S2(t)β2dW1(t)
+µ2,2σ2(t)S2(t)β2dW2(t), (8)
dσ1(t) = λ1(θ1   σ1(t))dt + ν1,1σ1(t)dW1(t)
+ν1,2σ1(t)dW2(t) + ν1,3σ1(t)dW3(t), (9)
dσ2(t) = λ2(θ2   σ2(t))dt + ν2,1σ1(t)dW1(t)
+ν2,2σ2(t)dW2(t) + ν2,3σ2(t)dW3(t), (10)
where




















Remark . SABR and λ-SABR models are introduced by Hagan et. al. [7] and Labor-
dere [11], respectively. They are deﬁned as follows:
4dF(t) = α(t)F(t)βdZ1(t),
dα(t) = λ(¯ λ   α(t))dt + να(t)dZ2(t) (λ-SABR),
or
dα(t) = να(t)dZ2(t) (SABR),
with F(0) = F, α(0) = α and dZ1dZ2 = ρdt. The term of “SABR model” stands for
“stochastic-αβρ model”. This paper extended these models by adding drifts.
Next, Heston model is described. In the similar manner as above, the dynamics of
the underlying asset prices in Heston model under the equivalent martingale measure
with Brownian motion Z1,Z2,Z3 is given as follows:
dS1(t) = α1(t)S1(t)dt + v1
√
V1(t)S1(t)dZ1(t), (11)
dS2(t) = α2(t)S2(t)dt + v2
√
V2(t)S2(t)dZ2(t), (12)
dV1(t) = λ1(θ1   V1(t))dt + ν1
√
V1(t)dZ3(t), (13)
dV2(t) = λ2(θ2   V2(t))dt + ν2
√
V2(t)dZ3(t). (14)
The expression with independent Brownian motions W1,W2,W3 with the same trans-
formation of parameters as the extended λ-SABR are obtained:
dS1(t) = α1(t)S1(t)dt + µ1
√
V1(t)S1(t)dW1(t), (15)






















3 Approximation Formula of Average Options
This section derives an approximation formula for pricing average options on commodi-
ties explained in the previous section. Note that the formula based on an asymptotic
expansion approach is general enough to be applied to pricing average options under
all multi-dimensional diﬀusion processes. Speciﬁcally, this section presents concrete
applications for the extended λ-SABR model and Heston model.
3.1 Approximation Formula for Extended -SABR Model
First, for given ϵ 2 (0,1), the extended λ-SABR model in an asymptotic expansion
approach is described as follows:
S
(ϵ)















































































































whereϵ¯ µ1 = µ1,ϵ¯ µ2,1 = µ2,1,ϵ¯ µ2,2 = µ2,2,ϵ¯ ν1 = ν1,ϵ¯ ν2,1 = ν2,1,ϵ¯ ν2,2 = ν2,2. Then,
Si(T),σi(T),X(T) is expanded around 0 as
X(ϵ)(T)  X(0)(T) + ϵX(1)(T) +  , (24)
S
(ϵ)
i (T)  S
(0)
i (T) + ϵS
(1)
i (T) +  , (25)
σ
(ϵ)
i (T)  σ
(0)
i (T) + ϵσ
(1)
















Remark . The validity of asymptotic expansions appearing in what follows is justi-
ﬁed by Watanabe Theory(Watanabe[20]) in Malliavin calculus. In particular, Theorem
2.3 of Watanabe[20] and its truncated version, Theorem 2.2 of Yoshida[23] provided
a justiﬁcation of asymptotic expansions for generalized Wiener functionals. Subse-
quent works such as Takahashi[13],[14], Kunitomo and Takahashi[10] and Takahashi-
Yoshida[17],[18] have applied Watanabe theory to ﬁnance for pricing derivatives and
deriving optimal portfolios as well as hedging portfolios. For more detailed explanation
and references, see Takahashi[16].
6For example, when the underlying factors are generated by (multi-dimensional) gen-
eral diﬀusion processes, Kunitomo-Takahashi[10] provided a justiﬁcation of the asymp-
totic expansion. See Section 3(pp. 920-931) of the paper. Especially, Theorem 3.3.
and Corollary 3.1.(p.925) stated it for the case of average options. Since this paper
concentrates on the practical applications of an asymptotic expansion, the details are
omitted.
The next proposition provides the ﬁrst four coeﬃcients in the asymptotic expansion
of X(ϵ)(T).
Proposition 3.1. We deﬁne N1 and N2 as
N1(t) = 1t≤t1e
∫ t1
























































Also set ηi(t) = θi+(σi(0) θi)e−λit, ξi(t) = Si(0)e
∫ t
0 αi(s)ds and then, f11(t), f2i(t),













































































f23(t) = f33(t) = f35(t) = f43(t) = η1(t)eλ1tg35(t),






















g21(t) = h31(t) = h33(t) =
N1(t)
M




g23(t) = h35(t) =
N1(t)
M













































Proof. We will derive X(0)(T),X(1)(T),and X(2)(T) explicitly. and X(3)(T) can be
derived in the similar manner.

























1 (s) + ϵS
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1 (s) + ϵσ
(1)
1 (s) + )(S
(0)
1 (s) + ϵS
(1)













1 (t) can be solved as S
(0)
1 (t) = e
∫ t
0 α1(s)dsS1(0), and S
(0)
2 is derived in the same way.
Then substituting S
(0)
i (t) for X(0)(T).


































































1 (s) + ϵS
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1 (s) + ϵσ
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1 (s) + ϵσ
(2)
1 (s) + )(S
(0)
1 (s) + ϵS
(1)



























1 (s) + ϵσ
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1 (s) + ϵσ
(1)
1 (s) + )dWi(t) + O(ϵ2)









Those equations can be solved by method of variation of constants as:
σ
(0)















2 is derived in the same way and the coeﬃcient f11 is derived.






































































































































2 is derived in the similar manner, again. Then we can derive f2i(t),g2i(t),i =
1, ,4.
The remaining coeﬃcients can be easily derived in the same way, and the details of
derivation are omitted.
Let the riskless interest rate r > 0. Then, the asymptotic expansion of the call
price of an average option up to the ϵ3-order with maturity date T and strike price K

















































ϵ , Σ =
∫ T







10A more concrete approximation of the price is obtained by the application of con-
ditional expectation formulas shown in the appendix.
Remark . The convergence of the option price with the asymptotic expansion was
guaranteed by Theorem 3.5 and Corollary 3.1 of Kunitomo and Takahashi[10].
Finally, the following theorem summarizes an analytic approximation formula for
pricing average options under the extended λ-SABR model.
Theorem 3.2. The asymptotic expansion up to the ϵ3-order of C(0), the price of an







































ϵ , Σ =
∫ T







denotes the standard normal distribution function. Moreover, Hk(x;Σ) denotes k-th
order Hermite polynomial:
Hk(x;Σ) := ( Σ)kex2/2Σ dk
dxke−x2/2Σ.
For example, H0(x;Σ) = 1, H1(x;Σ) = x, H2(x;Σ) = x2 Σ, H3(x;Σ) = x3 3Σx,







































































































































where f11(t), f2i(t) (i = 1, ,4), f3i(t) (i = 1, ,6), f4i (i = 1, ,4), g2i(t)
(i = 1, ,4), g3i(t) (i = 1, ,6), g4i(t) (i = 1, ,4), h3i(t) (i = 1, ,6) and
h4i(t) (i = 1, ,4) are deﬁned above and f5i(t), g5i(t), h5i(t), k5i(t) (i = 1, ,10)
are given as follows:
f51(t) = h51(t) = f55(t) = f56(t) = f57(t) = f21(t),
f52(t) = h52(t) = h55(t) = f58(t) = f59(t) = f22(t),
f53(t) = h53(t) = h56(t) = h58(t) = f510(t) = f23(t),
f54(t) = h54(t) = h57(t) = h59(t) = h510(t) = f24(t),
g51(t) = k51(t) = g55(t) = g56(t) = g57(t) = g21(t),
g52(t) = k52(t) =
1
2
k55(t) = g58(t) = g59(t) = g22(t),






k58(t) = g510(t) = g23(t),

















Σk−1Hk−1( y;Σ)n[y;0,Σ] (k  1).
Remark . A plain-vanilla option of European type is regarded as a special case of an
average option. Hence, set n1 = 1, n2 = 0 and t1 = T in (23). Then, an approximation
12formula for pricing plain-vanilla options with maturity T under the extended model is
obtained by application of this theorem.
3.2 Approximation Formula for Heston Model
An approximation formula for Heston model is obtained in a similar manner as above:




θi + (Vi(0)   θi)e−λitand for given ϵ 2 (0,1), set ϵ¯ µ1 = µ1,ϵ¯ µ2,1 =
µ2,1,ϵ¯ µ2,2 = µ2,2,ϵ¯ ν1 = ν1,ϵ¯ ν2,1 = ν2,1,ϵ¯ ν2,2 = ν2,2 and
S
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f23(t) = f33(t) = f35(t) = g41(t) = f43(t) = g43(t) = ζ2
1(t)eλ1tg35(t),






































f5i(t), g5i(t), h5i(t), k5i(t) (i = 1, ,10) are given as follows:
f51(t) = h51(t) = f55(t) = f56(t) = f57(t) = f21(t),
f52(t) = h52(t) = h55(t) = f58(t) = f59(t) = f22(t),
f53(t) = h53(t) = h56(t) = h58(t) = f510(t) = f23(t),
f54(t) = h54(t) = h57(t) = h59(t) = h510(t) = f24(t),
g51(t) = k51(t) = g55(t) = g56(t) = g57(t) = g21(t),
g52(t) = k52(t) =
1
2
k55(t) = g58(t) = g59(t) = g22(t),






k58(t) = g510(t) = g23(t),











This section examines eﬀectiveness of our approximation formula through numerical
examples.
14The asymptotic expansion method is applied to the equations (19) - (23) and (32)
- (36) with ϵ = 0.0001 for the extended λ-SABR(SABR) model and Heston model,
respectively. 3
4.1 Accuracy of the Approximation Formula
This subsection compares the approximate prices with estimated prices by Monte Carlo
simulations.
The setup of the numerical experiments is listed as follows:
 Benchmark Prices by Monte Carlo Simulations: 4
time steps: 2,500/year
number of trials: 10 million
 The underlying asset prices: S1(0) = 96, S2(0) = 106
the riskless interest rate: 0(r = 0),
the drift of the underlying asset prices: 0(α1(t) = α2(t) = 0),
v1 = 1.1, v2 = 0.9, σ1(0) = σ2(0), V1(0) = V2(0), β1 = β2, λ1 = λ2, θ1 = θ2,
ν1 = ν2
 The term of the reference to the ﬁrst contract(S1) is from 0.9 year to 0.96 year,
and the term of the reference to the second contract(S2) is from 0.96 year to 1
year for an one year maturity option.
The term of the reference to the ﬁrst contract(S1) is from 1.9 year to 1.96 year,
and the term of the reference to the second contract(S2) is from 1.96 year to 2
year for a two year maturity option.
Then, the terms are equally divided into 15 for the ﬁrst contract and 10 for the
second contract. (n1 = 15, n2 = 10, M = (n1 + n2) = 25)
 Call option prices with strike prices: K=70,90,100,120,150
 λ-SABR model parameters (Table 1)
Case i is a benchmark case: In particular, σ(0) and θ are adjusted so that the
initial volatility is equal to that of the log-normal case where the volatility is 30%.
The other cases diﬀer from the benchmark case in the following parameters:
ii: β
iii: correlations between the underlying assets’ prices and their volatilities
iv, v: level of volatility
3The equations (19) - (23) and (32) - (36) are transformed from (7) - (10) and (15) - (18), respectively.
4In -SABR model, if volatility goes to non-positive due to discretization, set (ti+1) = (ti)+∆t
and S(ti+1) = S(ti) + S(ti)∆t. If the underlying price goes to non-positive due to discretization, set
S(ti+1) = 0. The same procedure is taken for Heston model.
15Table 1: λ-SABR
Parameter (0)     12 23 31 T
i 3.0 0.5 1.0 3.0 0.3 0.9 -0.1 -0.2 1.0
ii 0.3 1.0 1.0 0.3 0.3 0.9 -0.1 -0.2 1.0
iii 3.0 0.5 1.0 3.0 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0
iv 1.0 0.5 1.0 1.0 0.3 0.9 -0.1 -0.2 1.0
v 5.0 0.5 1.0 5.0 0.3 0.9 -0.1 -0.2 1.0
vi 3.0 0.5 1.0 3.0 0.1 0.9 -0.1 -0.2 1.0
vii 3.0 0.5 1.0 3.0 0.7 0.9 -0.1 -0.2 1.0
viii 3.0 0.5 0.1 3.0 0.3 0.9 -0.1 -0.2 1.0
ix 3.0 0.5 2.0 3.0 0.3 0.9 -0.1 -0.2 1.0
x 3.0 0.5 1.0 3.0 0.3 0.9 -0.1 -0.2 2.0
vi, vii: level of volatility on volatility
viii, ix: speed of mean-reversion
x: maturity
 Heston model parameters (Table 2)
Table 2: Heston
Parameter V (0)    12 23 31 T
i 0.09 1.0 0.09 0.3 0.9 -0.1 -0.2 1.0
ii 0.09 1.0 0.09 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0
iii 0.01 5.0 0.01 0.3 0.9 -0.1 -0.2 1.0
iv 0.25 1.0 0.25 0.3 0.9 -0.1 -0.2 1.0
v 0.09 1.0 0.09 0.1 0.9 -0.1 -0.2 1.0
vi 0.09 1.0 0.25 0.7 0.9 -0.1 -0.2 1.0
vii 0.09 0.5 0.09 0.3 0.9 -0.1 -0.2 1.0
viii 0.09 2.0 0.09 0.3 0.9 -0.1 -0.2 1.0
ix 0.09 1.0 0.09 0.3 0.9 -0.1 -0.2 2.0
Case i is a benchmark case: In particular, V (0) and θ are adjusted so that the
initial variance is equal to that of the log-normal case(β = 1) where the volatility is
30%. The other cases diﬀer from the benchmark case in the following parameters:
ii: correlations between the underlying assets’ prices and their variances
iii, iv: level of variance
(Also, λ in Case iii is adjusted for satisfying Feller condition (2λθ  ν2, see [3])
that guarantees a positive variance process.)
v, vi: level of volatility on variance
vii, viii: speed of mean-reversion
ix: maturity
16Finally, the results of numerical experiments are shown. Table 3 and Table 4 show
the eﬀectiveness of our formula: In particular, the third order expansion generally
improves the lower order expansions and provides suﬃcient accuracies in practice for
all cases.
Table 3: Result: λ-SABR Model
Asymptotic Expansion Diﬀerence
Case Strike MC 1st 2nd 3rd 1st 2nd 3rd
i 70 31.84 32.22 31.83 31.86 0.37 -0.01 0.02
90 16.97 17.18 16.97 16.98 0.21 0.00 0.01
100 11.49 11.49 11.49 11.49 -0.00 -0.00 0.00
110 7.39 7.18 7.38 7.39 -0.21 -0.01 -0.00
130 2.63 2.22 2.60 2.62 -0.42 -0.03 -0.01
ii 70 31.37 32.20 31.32 31.37 0.83 -0.05 -0.00
90 16.66 17.15 16.68 16.66 0.50 0.02 0.00
100 11.44 11.47 11.47 11.45 0.02 0.02 0.00
110 7.61 7.15 7.63 7.61 -0.46 0.02 0.00
130 3.13 2.20 3.08 3.14 -0.93 -0.05 0.01
iii 70 30.59 30.82 30.54 30.60 0.23 -0.05 0.01
90 14.34 14.53 14.32 14.35 0.19 -0.02 0.00
100 8.65 8.63 8.63 8.65 -0.02 -0.02 0.00
110 4.78 4.53 4.75 4.78 -0.24 -0.03 0.00
130 1.15 0.82 1.09 1.15 -0.34 -0.06 -0.00
iv 70 30.00 30.00 30.00 30.00 -0.00 -0.00 0.00
90 10.75 10.74 10.72 10.75 -0.01 -0.02 0.00
100 3.84 3.83 3.83 3.85 -0.01 -0.01 0.00
110 0.78 0.74 0.75 0.78 -0.04 -0.03 -0.00
130 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 -0.00 -0.00 -0.00
v 70 36.57 37.77 36.75 36.62 1.20 0.18 0.05
90 24.02 24.56 24.16 24.04 0.55 0.14 0.03
100 19.02 19.15 19.15 19.04 0.13 0.13 0.02
110 14.85 14.56 14.97 14.85 -0.28 0.12 0.01
130 8.68 7.77 8.79 8.66 -0.91 0.11 -0.01
vi 70 31.71 32.22 31.75 31.71 0.51 0.04 0.00
90 16.88 17.18 16.92 16.89 0.29 0.04 0.00
100 11.46 11.49 11.49 11.46 0.03 0.03 0.00
110 7.39 7.18 7.43 7.39 -0.22 0.04 -0.00
130 2.65 2.22 2.68 2.65 -0.43 0.03 -0.00
vii 70 32.28 32.22 32.00 32.38 -0.07 -0.28 0.09
90 17.27 17.18 17.06 17.32 -0.09 -0.21 0.05
100 11.69 11.49 11.49 11.71 -0.20 -0.20 0.03
110 7.54 7.18 7.29 7.55 -0.36 -0.25 0.01
130 2.82 2.22 2.43 2.80 -0.61 -0.39 -0.02
viii 70 31.92 32.22 31.87 31.94 0.30 -0.05 0.03
90 17.00 17.18 16.99 17.02 0.17 -0.02 0.01
100 11.50 11.49 11.49 11.51 -0.01 -0.01 0.01
110 7.39 7.18 7.36 7.39 -0.21 -0.03 0.00
130 2.64 2.22 2.56 2.63 -0.43 -0.08 -0.01
ix 70 31.80 32.22 31.81 31.81 0.42 0.01 0.01
90 16.94 17.18 16.95 16.95 0.23 0.01 0.01
100 11.48 11.49 11.49 11.49 0.01 0.01 0.00
110 7.39 7.18 7.40 7.39 -0.22 0.00 -0.00
130 2.63 2.22 2.62 2.63 -0.42 -0.01 -0.01
x 70 34.85 35.69 34.90 34.89 0.84 0.05 0.04
90 21.66 22.01 21.68 21.67 0.35 0.02 0.01
100 16.52 16.53 16.53 16.53 0.01 0.01 0.00
110 12.34 12.01 12.34 12.33 -0.32 0.01 -0.00
130 6.48 5.69 6.47 6.46 -0.79 -0.00 -0.02
4.2 Calibration
This subsection applies SABR, λ-SABR and Heston models to calibration of the market
prices of the WTI futures American option on July 1, 2009. American options on WTI
futures are plain-vanilla options in NYMEX that is a part of CME Group.
In particular, our goal in the next subsection is to evaluate average options with
two-month maturity(AUG09), four-month maturity(OCT09) and sixteen-month ma-
17Table 4: Result: Heston Model
Asymptotic Expansion Diﬀerence
Case Strike MC 1st 2nd 3rd 1st 2nd 3rd
i 70 31.39 32.20 31.40 31.35 0.81 0.01 -0.04
90 16.45 17.15 16.72 16.43 0.70 0.27 -0.02
100 11.14 11.47 11.47 11.14 0.32 0.32 -0.01
110 7.28 7.15 7.58 7.29 -0.13 0.30 0.01
130 2.91 2.20 3.00 2.95 -0.71 0.09 0.04
ii 70 30.41 30.79 30.27 30.41 0.38 -0.14 0.01
90 13.99 14.48 14.06 13.97 0.49 0.07 -0.02
100 8.44 8.57 8.57 8.43 0.13 0.13 -0.00
110 4.81 4.48 4.90 4.81 -0.33 0.09 0.00
130 1.45 0.79 1.32 1.47 -0.66 -0.13 0.02
iii 70 30.00 30.00 30.00 30.01 -0.00 -0.00 0.01
90 10.70 10.73 10.72 10.71 0.04 0.02 0.01
100 3.70 3.82 3.82 3.68 0.12 0.12 -0.01
110 0.75 0.73 0.75 0.74 -0.02 -0.00 -0.01
130 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.01 -0.02 -0.01 -0.01
iv 70 35.25 37.74 35.54 35.18 2.49 0.29 -0.07
90 23.26 24.52 23.65 23.23 1.27 0.39 -0.02
100 18.70 19.11 19.11 18.69 0.41 0.41 -0.00
110 14.96 14.52 15.40 14.98 -0.44 0.43 0.01
130 9.52 7.74 9.94 9.58 -1.78 0.42 0.06
v 70 31.27 32.20 31.26 31.25 0.93 -0.01 -0.02
90 16.56 17.15 16.65 16.56 0.59 0.08 -0.00
100 11.38 11.47 11.47 11.38 0.08 0.08 -0.00
110 7.57 7.15 7.66 7.58 -0.42 0.09 0.00
130 3.11 2.20 3.14 3.13 -0.91 0.03 0.02
vi 70 32.83 34.25 33.10 32.67 1.42 0.27 -0.16
90 18.77 20.15 19.63 18.63 1.37 0.86 -0.14
100 13.62 14.61 14.61 13.52 0.98 0.98 -0.10
110 9.73 10.15 10.66 9.67 0.42 0.93 -0.07
130 4.94 4.25 5.40 4.98 -0.68 0.47 0.04
vii 70 31.42 32.20 31.43 31.38 0.78 0.01 -0.05
90 16.40 17.15 16.74 16.37 0.75 0.34 -0.03
100 11.05 11.47 11.47 11.05 0.41 0.41 -0.01
110 7.19 7.15 7.57 7.20 -0.03 0.38 0.01
130 2.87 2.20 2.97 2.91 -0.67 0.10 0.04
viii 70 31.35 32.20 31.36 31.32 0.85 0.01 -0.03
90 16.51 17.15 16.70 16.50 0.65 0.19 -0.01
100 11.25 11.47 11.47 11.25 0.22 0.22 -0.00
110 7.40 7.15 7.61 7.41 -0.25 0.21 0.01
130 2.98 2.20 3.05 3.01 -0.78 0.07 0.03
ix 70 33.77 35.66 34.04 33.66 1.88 0.27 -0.12
90 20.75 21.98 21.30 20.68 1.23 0.55 -0.06
100 15.89 16.50 16.50 15.86 0.60 0.60 -0.04
110 12.05 11.98 12.66 12.04 -0.08 0.61 -0.01
130 6.83 5.66 7.27 6.89 -1.17 0.45 0.06
turity(OCT10) on July 1, 2009. Note that the underlying price of an average option
is the average of the settlement prices of the ﬁrst nearby WTI futures contract during
the last one month prior to the maturity of the average option. Also, the expiration
of an average option is the last business day of a calendar month, while trading of a
WTI futures contract usually ceases on the third business day prior to the twenty-ﬁfth
calendar day. Hence, the WTI futures and their American options with two consecutive
maturities are relevant for pricing an average options with calibration to plain-vanilla
option prices.
In this analysis, the underlying asset prices are the average prices during August
2009 for the two-month maturity(AUG09), October 2009 for the four-month matu-
rity(OCT09) and during October 2010 for the sixteen-month maturity(OCT10) of rel-
evant futures; the relevant futures are SEP09 and OCT09 for the two-month maturity,
NOV09 and DEC09 for the four-month maturity, and NOV10 and DEC10 for the
18sixteen-month maturity. 5 Prices of SEP09, OCT09, NOV09, DEC09, NOV10 and
DEC10 on July 1, 2009 are 70.27, 71.08, 71.78, 72.36, 76.06 and 76.4, respectively.
American options with two and three-month maturities are traded almost everyday
while options with longer maturities are traded occasionally except options on DEC
futures. For example, the volumes of trades of American futures options on July 1,
2009 are listed in Table 5.
Table 5: Volumes of Trades on July 1 2009(1000 barrel)
Strike SEP09 OCT09 NOV09 DEC09 NOV10 DEC10
50 (Put) 4,220 0 0 370 0 4
55 (Put) 262 410 0 2,250 0 400
60 (Put) 2,302 2,800 5 6,605 0 0
65 (Put) 2,270 1,200 40 900 0 100
70 (Put) 501 156 1 3,575 0 0
75 (Call) 350 105 100 5 0 0
80 (Call) 1,237 116 245 901 0 0
85 (Call) 1,300 0 0 1,001 0 0
90 (Call) 70 1,200 0 415 0 250
95 (Call) 0 0 0 1 0 0
100 (Call) 100 0 0 2,686 0 1,414
For pricing OTC average options, if there are no trades of the relevant American
options, practitioners refer to the implied volatilities of the settlement prices of the
American options. The settlement prices are announced every day for the contracts
with positive open interests. Those settlement prices rarely show unreasonable move-
ments, which indicates that those prices can be used for the targets of the calibration.
For computational eﬃciency, the settlement prices of American options are trans-
formed to those of the European options before calibration: More precisely, after an
implied volatility of each American option price is estimated under a binomial version of
the Black-Scholes model, the corresponding European option price is computed. Here-
after, this European option price is called the“transformed CME” option price. Then,
calibration is implemented against the“transformed CME” option prices with diﬀer-
ent strikes simultaneously, where out-of-the-money (OTM) and at-the money (ATM)
prices are used for the calibration; the strikes of the options range usd 50 to usd 100
with every ﬁve dollars. 6
Moreover, the stochastic volatility models used for calibration to the “transformed
CME” option prices are the following:
(i) SABR model (β1 = β2 = 0.5 in (7) and (8) with λ1 = λ2 = 0 in (9) and (10))
(ii) SABR model (β1 = β2 = 1 in (7) and (8) with λ1 = λ2 = 0 in (9) and (10))
5Trading of SEP09(OCT09) ceases before the end of August(September) 2009. Also, trading of
NOV09(DEC09) ceases before the end of October(November) 2009 and trading of NOV10(DEC10)
ceases before the end of October(November) 2010.
6The similar procedure is taken in [19].
19(iii) λ-SABR model (β1 = β2 = 0.5 in (7) and (8))
(iv) λ-SABR model (β1 = β2 = 1 in (7) and (8))
(v) Heston model
Note that the drifts of the underlying asset processes are set to be zero (α1(t) = α2(t) =
0) due to the futures contracts. Also, v1 and v2 are ﬁxed to be one (v1 = v2 = 1) because
the initial values of volatilities can be adjusted. Then, plain-vanilla European option
prices are computed by the formula of Hagan et.al.[7] for SABR model, our third order
asymptotic expansion formula for λ-SABR model and the formula of [8] for Heston
model.
The calibrated parameters are obtained through minimization of the sum of the






(Model Based Option Price(T,K)   Transformed CME Option Price(T,K))
2 ,
where T and K denote maturities (SEP09, OCT09, NOV09, DEC09, Nov10 or DEC10)
and strike prices (usd 50 to usd 100 with every ﬁve dollars), respectively. Also, Θ stands
for the set of parameters for calibration. Note that our price-based calibration above
is similar to the implied volatility-based calibration weighted by Vega for adjustment
of illiquidity in West[21] 7, because the values of options with closer to ATM are more
sensitive to the volatility change.
Parameters from calibration are reported in Table 6, 7 and 8. The calibrated and
transformed call option prices are shown in Table 9, 10 and 11: “-” in columns of Price
and Diﬀerence in the tables means that the settlement prices are not announced.
Table 6: Parameters(SEP09, OCT09)
σ(0) V (0) λ θ ν ρ
SEP09 (i) 3.607 - - - 1.427 -0.225
(ii) 0.433 - - - 1.519 -0.369
(iii) 3.606 - 0.008 1.788 1.434 -0.209
(iv) 0.434 - 0.093 0.140 1.522 -0.342
(v) - 0.209 0.334 0.607 1.478 -0.377
OCT09 (i) 3.623 - - - 1.140 -0.188
(ii) 0.433 - - - 1.252 -0.363
(iii) 3.616 - 0.016 1.792 1.175 -0.170
(iv) 0.435 - 0.087 0.140 1.227 -0.335
(v) - 0.207 0.226 0.804 1.256 -0.372
It is observed that while all models generally provide good calibration at ﬁrst glance,
the Feller condition(2λθ  ν2) necessary for the positive variance process in Heston
model (v) is not satisﬁed for all contracts. In other words, the smiles of implied
7We appreciate the editor Professor Robert Webb for introducing us this research.
20Table 7: Parameters(NOV09, DEC09)
σ(0) V (0) λ θ ν ρ
NOV09 (i) 3.606 - - - 1.000 -0.190
(ii) 0.430 - - - 1.109 -0.383
(iii) 3.614 - 0.035 1.838 0.993 -0.172
(iv) 0.430 - 0.016 0.163 1.086 -0.357
(v) - 0.211 0.084 0.887 1.058 -0.392
DEC90 (i) 3.519 - - - 0.993 -0.172
(ii) 0.419 - - - 1.098 -0.365
(iii) 3.523 - 0.007 1.590 0.977 -0.152
(iv) 0.419 - 0.008 0.223 1.063 -0.340
(v) - 0.217 0.024 0.515 1.019 -0.378
Table 8: Parameters(NOV10, DEC10)
σ(0) V (0) λ θ ν ρ
NOV10 (i) 2.771 - - - 0.511 -0.126
(ii) 0.323 - - - 0.630 -0.384
(iii) 2.773 - 0.001 2.765 0.494 -0.112
(iv) 0.322 - 0.005 0.326 0.610 -0.363
(v) - 0.016 0.367 0.618 0.834 -0.404
DEC10 (i) 2.742 - - - 0.581 -0.112
(ii) 0.321 - - - 0.653 -0.371
(iii) 2.750 - 0.000 2.753 0.555 -0.098
(iv) 0.321 - 0.002 0.331 0.626 -0.350
(v) - 0.011 0.365 0.617 0.865 -0.390
Table 9: Calibration to Futures Call Option Prices(SEP09, OCT09)(usd)
Transformed Price Diﬀerence
Strike CME (i) (ii) (iii) (iv) (v) (i) (ii) (iii) (iv) (v)
SEP09 50 20.51 20.53 20.52 20.53 20.53 20.49 0.02 0.01 0.02 0.02 -0.02
55 15.83 15.84 15.83 15.84 15.84 15.82 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 -0.02
60 11.47 11.45 11.45 11.45 11.45 11.46 -0.02 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01
65 7.59 7.60 7.60 7.59 7.59 7.62 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.04
70 4.56 4.54 4.54 4.54 4.54 4.55 -0.02 -0.01 -0.02 -0.02 -0.01
75 2.44 2.43 2.43 2.44 2.44 2.42 -0.01 -0.01 0.00 0.00 -0.02
80 1.16 1.19 1.19 1.20 1.20 1.18 0.03 0.03 0.04 0.04 0.02
85 0.56 0.56 0.55 0.56 0.55 0.56 0.00 -0.01 0.00 -0.01 0.00
90 0.27 0.26 0.26 0.25 0.25 0.26 -0.02 -0.01 -0.02 -0.02 -0.01
95 0.13 0.12 0.12 0.10 0.10 0.13 -0.01 -0.01 -0.03 -0.03 0.00
100 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.04 0.04 0.06 0.00 0.00 -0.02 -0.02 0.00
OCT09 50 21.63 21.66 21.65 21.68 21.67 21.62 0.03 0.02 0.06 0.04 -0.01
55 17.16 17.15 17.15 17.17 17.15 17.15 -0.01 -0.01 0.00 -0.01 -0.02
60 13.01 12.98 12.99 12.98 12.97 13.01 -0.03 -0.02 -0.02 -0.03 0.01
65 9.32 9.31 9.32 9.30 9.30 9.34 -0.01 0.00 -0.02 -0.02 0.02
70 6.30 6.29 6.29 6.28 6.28 6.29 -0.01 -0.01 -0.02 -0.01 -0.01
75 3.99 4.00 3.99 4.00 4.01 3.97 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.02 -0.02
80 2.38 2.42 2.41 2.43 2.43 2.39 0.04 0.03 0.05 0.05 0.01
85 1.41 1.42 1.41 1.43 1.43 1.41 0.01 0.00 0.02 0.02 0.00
90 0.84 0.82 0.82 0.82 0.82 0.83 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.01
95 0.50 0.47 0.48 0.46 0.46 0.49 -0.03 -0.02 -0.04 -0.04 0.00
100 0.29 0.27 0.29 0.25 0.25 0.30 -0.02 0.00 -0.04 -0.04 0.01
volatilities in American options on WTI futures are so extreme that Heston model
has diﬃculty in calibration under the Feller condition.
21Table 10: Calibration to Futures Call Option Prices(NOV09, DEC09)(usd)
Transformed Price Diﬀerence
Strike CME (i) (ii) (iii) (iv) (v) (i) (ii) (iii) (iv) (v)
NOV09 50 22.59 22.65 22.63 22.66 22.66 22.59 0.06 0.04 0.07 0.07 0.01
55 18.26 18.26 18.26 18.26 18.26 18.25 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.01 -0.01
60 14.24 14.21 14.22 14.20 14.20 14.24 -0.03 -0.02 -0.04 -0.04 0.00
65 10.65 10.62 10.63 10.61 10.61 10.66 -0.03 -0.02 -0.04 -0.04 0.01
70 7.61 7.60 7.60 7.60 7.60 7.62 -0.02 -0.01 -0.02 -0.02 0.00
75 5.20 5.21 5.21 5.22 5.22 5.19 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.02 -0.01
80 3.41 3.44 3.43 3.45 3.45 3.41 0.04 0.03 0.05 0.05 0.00
85 2.19 2.22 2.21 2.23 2.22 2.20 0.03 0.02 0.04 0.04 0.01
90 1.42 1.40 1.40 1.41 1.41 1.41 -0.01 -0.02 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01
95 0.91 0.89 0.89 0.88 0.88 0.91 -0.03 -0.02 -0.04 -0.03 -0.01
100 0.58 0.56 0.58 0.54 0.54 0.59 -0.02 0.00 -0.04 -0.04 0.01
DEC09 50 23.49 23.58 23.56 23.59 23.59 23.51 0.09 0.07 0.10 0.10 0.02
55 19.28 19.29 19.29 19.29 19.29 19.28 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00
60 15.38 15.32 15.33 15.31 15.31 15.36 -0.06 -0.05 -0.07 -0.07 -0.02
65 11.83 11.78 11.79 11.77 11.77 11.83 -0.05 -0.04 -0.07 -0.06 0.00
70 8.78 8.75 8.76 8.75 8.75 8.78 -0.02 -0.01 -0.02 -0.02 0.00
75 6.28 6.30 6.30 6.31 6.31 6.28 0.02 0.02 0.03 0.03 0.00
80 4.38 4.42 4.41 4.44 4.44 4.38 0.05 0.04 0.06 0.06 0.01
85 3.00 3.05 3.04 3.06 3.06 3.02 0.05 0.04 0.07 0.07 0.03
90 2.11 2.09 2.09 2.10 2.10 2.09 -0.02 -0.02 -0.01 -0.01 -0.02
95 1.47 1.43 1.44 1.43 1.43 1.46 -0.04 -0.03 -0.05 -0.04 -0.01
100 1.02 0.99 1.01 0.96 0.97 1.03 -0.03 -0.01 -0.06 -0.05 0.01
Table 11: Calibration to Futures Call Option Prices(NOV10, DEC10)(usd)
Transformed Price Diﬀerence
Strike CME (i) (ii) (iii) (iv) (v) (i) (ii) (iii) (iv) (v)
NOV10 50 27.98 28.00 28.02 28.01 28.06 28.05 0.02 0.04 0.03 0.08 0.07
55 - - - - - - - - - - -
60 20.47 20.39 20.42 20.37 20.39 20.48 -0.08 -0.05 -0.10 -0.08 0.01
65 - - - - - - - - - - -
70 14.08 14.05 14.06 14.04 14.03 14.09 -0.03 -0.02 -0.04 -0.05 0.01
75 11.45 11.44 11.43 11.44 11.42 11.44 -0.01 -0.02 -0.01 -0.03 -0.01
80 9.24 9.21 9.19 9.21 9.19 9.17 -0.03 -0.05 -0.03 -0.04 -0.07
85 7.35 7.35 7.32 7.35 7.34 7.29 0.00 -0.03 0.00 -0.01 -0.06
90 5.74 5.82 5.80 5.83 5.83 5.78 0.09 0.06 0.09 0.09 0.04
95 - - - - - - - - - - -
100 3.56 3.62 3.64 3.61 3.64 3.65 0.06 0.08 0.05 0.08 0.08
DEC10 50 28.46 28.59 28.55 28.60 28.60 28.53 0.13 0.09 0.14 0.14 0.07
55 24.64 24.65 24.64 24.64 24.64 24.65 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.01
60 21.07 20.98 20.99 20.96 20.96 21.01 -0.09 -0.08 -0.11 -0.11 -0.06
65 17.73 17.62 17.64 17.60 17.61 17.67 -0.12 -0.09 -0.13 -0.13 -0.07
70 14.61 14.61 14.63 14.60 14.61 14.65 -0.01 0.01 -0.01 -0.01 0.04
75 11.91 11.97 11.98 11.98 11.98 12.00 0.06 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.09
80 9.68 9.72 9.71 9.74 9.74 9.72 0.04 0.03 0.05 0.05 0.04
85 7.81 7.84 7.82 7.86 7.85 7.82 0.03 0.01 0.05 0.04 0.01
90 6.29 6.30 6.27 6.31 6.31 6.27 0.01 -0.03 0.02 0.01 -0.02
95 5.04 5.06 5.03 5.06 5.06 5.04 0.02 -0.02 0.02 0.02 0.00
100 4.15 4.07 4.05 4.06 4.06 4.07 -0.07 -0.10 -0.09 -0.09 -0.08
When the Feller condition is not satisﬁed, the volatility process of Heston model is
not well-deﬁned. Thus, Heston model is not adopted for pricing average options in the
next subsection, where the estimated average prices based the calibration are compared
with CME Group’s settlement prices.
Also, note that λ  0 in the calibrated λ-SABR for all of maturities and hence the
model is not distinguished with SABR model. We also remark that the estimates of
parameters(λ, θ) in λ-SABR and Heston models are sometimes are not stable because
the estimates often converge to local optima.
224.3 Average Option Prices with Calibrated Parameters
This subsection shows the approximate prices of average options with calibrated pa-
rameters and compares the prices with the ones obtained by Monte Carlo simulations
as well as with the settlement prices in CME Group.
Note that there are few trades of average options in CME Group since average
options are traded mainly in OTC market; for instance, there were no trades for AUG09
, OCT09 and OCT10 on July 1, 2009 except only 125 barrel trades for 70 Put of
AUG09. However, there are no oﬃcial prices in the OTC market. On the other hand,
the settlement prices in CME Group are announced every day for the contracts with
positive open interests. Thus, we use the settlement prices of average options as the
reference prices.
In Monte Caro simulation, the term is divided into 195 time-steps for AUG09, 305
time-steps for OCT09 and 600 time-steps for OCT10, and the number of trials are set
to be 10,000,000. 8
The interest rates used for discounting are 0.41% for AUG09, 0.77% for OCT09
and 1.62% for OCT10. The correlation between two underlying futures prices, SEP09
and OCT09 is calculated based on the daily rates of returns from April 30, 2009 to
July 1, 2009; the correlation is estimated as 0.99920. The correlation between NOV09
and DEC09 is calculated based on the daily rates of returns from February 27, 2009 to
July 1, 2009; it is estimated as 0.99941. The correlation between NOV10 and DEC10 is
calculated based on the daily rates of returns from February 29, 2008 to July 1, 2009;
it is estimated as 0.99990. The average option prices computed under those conditions
are reported in Table 12, 13 and 14.
Compared with prices computed by Monte Carlo simulations, the approximations
with β = 1((ii),(iv)) are less accurate than those with β = 0.5((i),(iii)). Because the
asymptotic expansion method is based on an expansion around a normal distribution
and the distribution of the underlying asset price is closer to a normal when β is closer
to zero, the smaller is β, the approximation becomes more accurate in general.
It is also observed in “MC - CME(Avg)” that the settlement prices of AUG09,
OCT09 and OCT10 in CME Group are generally close to the average options prices
with calibrated parameters, which implies that the settlement prices of average options
may be given consistently with the prices of WTI futures American options.
As previously noted, λ  0 is estimated in calibration under λ-SABR model and
the estimates of parameters(λ, θ) are sometimes are unstable. Hence, at least for above
examined cases, SABR model with β = 0.5 seems the better model for calibration to
the market prices of the American option on WTI futures as well as for approximation
of average options prices.
8In the (-)SABR model, when the volatility process becomes non-positive due to discretization, we
set (ti+1) = (ti)+∆t, S(ti+1) = S(ti)+S(ti)∆tɽAlso when the underlying asset price becomes
non-positive, we S(ti+1) = 0.
23Table 12: AUG09 Average Option Price (Average Swap Price = 70.54)
60 (Put) 65 (Put) 70 (Call) 75 (Call) 80 (Call)
Price CME(Avg) 0.97 2.01 4.44 2.30 1.05
MC (i) 0.93 1.99 4.41 2.29 1.06
(ii) 0.93 2.00 4.42 2.30 1.07
(iii) 0.92 1.98 4.41 2.29 1.07
(iv) 0.91 1.99 4.42 2.31 1.09
AE (i) 0.93 1.99 4.41 2.28 1.05
(ii) 0.95 2.00 4.42 2.28 1.05
(iii) 0.93 1.98 4.40 2.28 1.06
(iv) 0.93 1.99 4.42 2.30 1.07
Diﬀerence MC - CME(Avg) (i) -0.04 -0.02 -0.03 -0.01 0.01
(ii) -0.04 -0.01 -0.02 0.00 0.02
(iii) -0.05 -0.03 -0.03 -0.01 0.02
(iv) -0.06 -0.02 -0.02 0.01 0.04
AE-MC (i) 0.01 0.00 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01
(ii) 0.02 0.01 0.00 -0.01 -0.02
(iii) 0.01 0.00 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01
(iv) 0.02 0.01 0.00 -0.01 -0.02
AE - CME(Avg) (i) -0.04 -0.02 -0.03 -0.02 0.00
(ii) -0.02 -0.01 -0.02 -0.02 0.00
(iii) -0.04 -0.03 -0.04 -0.02 0.01
(iv) -0.04 -0.02 -0.02 0.00 0.02
Table 13: OCT09 Average Option Price (Average Swap Price = 71.99)
65 (Put) 70 (Put) 75 (Call) 80 (Call) 85 (Call)
Price CME(Avg) 2.29 3.64 7.54 5.10 3.30
MC (i) 2.25 3.61 7.53 5.12 3.35
(ii) 2.24 3.61 7.53 5.12 3.35
(iii) 2.22 3.58 7.52 5.13 3.36
(iv) 2.21 3.58 7.52 5.13 3.38
AE (i) 2.27 3.62 7.54 5.12 3.35
(ii) 2.30 3.64 7.55 5.13 3.34
(iii) 2.25 3.60 7.53 5.13 3.36
(iv) 2.26 3.61 7.54 5.14 3.37
Diﬀerence MC - CME(Avg) (i) -0.04 -0.03 -0.01 0.02 0.05
(ii) -0.05 -0.03 -0.01 0.02 0.05
(iii) -0.07 -0.06 -0.02 0.03 0.06
(iv) -0.08 -0.06 -0.02 0.03 0.08
AE-MC (i) 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00
(ii) 0.05 0.03 0.02 0.01 -0.01
(iii) 0.03 0.02 0.01 0.00 0.00
(iv) 0.05 0.03 0.02 0.01 -0.01
AE - CME(Avg) (i) -0.02 -0.02 0.00 0.02 0.05
(ii) 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.03 0.04
(iii) -0.04 -0.04 -0.01 0.03 0.06
(iv) -0.03 -0.03 0.00 0.04 0.07
5 Conclusion
This paper derived a new approximation formula for pricing average options in com-
modity markets under Heston model and an extended λ-SABR model which includes
24Table 14: OCT10 Average Option Price (Average Swap Price = 76.17)
65 (Put) 70 (Put) 75 (Call) 80 (Call) 85 (Call)
Price CME(Avg) 6.15 8.01 11.41 9.18 7.29
MC (i) 6.08 7.98 11.40 9.16 7.30
(ii) 6.03 7.92 11.34 9.11 7.26
(iii) 6.06 7.97 11.40 9.18 7.32
(iv) 5.99 7.90 11.34 9.13 7.29
AE (i) 6.15 8.03 11.45 9.21 7.34
(ii) 6.19 8.05 11.45 9.20 7.32
(iii) 6.12 8.01 11.44 9.21 7.35
(iv) 6.13 8.02 11.44 9.21 7.35
Diﬀerence MC - CME(Avg) (i) -0.07 -0.03 -0.01 -0.02 0.01
(ii) -0.12 -0.09 -0.07 -0.07 -0.03
(iii) -0.09 -0.04 -0.01 0.00 0.03
(iv) -0.16 -0.11 -0.07 -0.05 0.00
AE-MC (i) 0.07 0.06 0.05 0.04 0.03
(ii) 0.16 0.13 0.11 0.08 0.06
(iii) 0.06 0.05 0.05 0.04 0.03
(iv) 0.14 0.11 0.10 0.08 0.05
AE - CME(Avg) (i) 0.00 0.02 0.04 0.03 0.05
(ii) 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.02 0.03
(iii) -0.03 0.00 0.03 0.03 0.06
(iv) -0.02 0.01 0.03 0.03 0.06
an extended SABR model as a special case.
Then, numerical experiments examined the eﬀect of our formula and conﬁrmed
the suﬃcient accuracy of the third order expansion. Moreover, the paper presented an
example for predicting average option prices with parameters obtained by calibration to
the market prices of WTI futures American options; in particular, the analysis showed
accurate approximations by our formula under SABR model with β = 0.5.
References
[1] Derman, E., Markets and models, Risk, Vol.14, 2001, 48-50.
[2] Derman, E., Kani, I. Chriss, N., Implied Trinomial Trees of the Volatility Smile,
Quantitative Strategies Research Notes, Goldman Sachs, 1996.
[3] W.Feller, Two singular diﬀusion problems, Annals of Mathematics, 54, 1951, 173-
182.
[4] J.P. Fouque and C.H. Han, Pricing Asian options with stochastic volatility, Quan-
titative Finance, 3(5), 2003, 352-362.
[5] J.P. Fouque and C.H. Han, Variance reduction for Monte Carlo methods to evaluate
option prices under multi-factor stochastic volatility models, Quantitative Finance,
4(5), 2004, 597-606.
25[6] J.P. Fouque, G. Papanicolaou, R. Sircar and K. Solna, Singular perturbations in
option pricing, SIAM Journal on Applied Mathematics, 63(5), 2003, 1648-1665.
[7] P.S.Hagan, D.Kumar, A.S.Lesniewski and D.E.Woodward, Managing smile risk,
Willmott Magazine, 2002, 84-108.
[8] S.Heston, A closed-form solution for options with stochastic volatility with applica-
tions to bond and currency options, Review of Financial Studies, 6, 1993, 327-343.
[9] V. Kaminski, ed., Managing Energy Price Risk, 2nd. ed., London, Risk Books, 1999.
[10] Kunitomo, N. and Takahashi, A., On Validity of the Asymptotic Expansion Ap-
proach in Contingent Claim Analysis, Annals of Applied Probability, Vol.13(3),
2003, 914-952.
[11] P.H.Labordere, A General Asymptotic Implied Volatility for Stochastic Volatility
Models, cond-mat/0504317 (http://arxiv.org/abs/cond-mat/0504317), 2006.
[12] Shiraya, K., Takahashi, A. and Toda, M., Pricing Barrier and Average Options
under Stochastic Volatility Environment, CARF Working Paper Series CARF-F-
185, November, 2009.
[13] Takahashi, A., Essays on the Valuation Problems of Contingent Claims, Unpub-
lished Ph.D. Dissertation, Haas School of Business, University of California, Berke-
ley, 1995.
[14] Takahashi, A., An Asymptotic Expansion Approach to Pricing Contingent Claims,
Asia-Paciﬁc Financial Markets, Vol. 6, 1999, 115-151.
[15] Takahashi, A., Takehara, K. and Toda, M., Computation in an Asymptotic Ex-
pansion Method, CARFWorking Paper Series No. CARF-F-149, 2009.
[16] Takahashi, A., On an Asymptotic Expansion Approach to Numerical Problems in
Finance, Selected Papers on Probability and Statistics, American Mathematical
Society, 2009, 199-217.
[17] Takahashi, A. and Yoshida, N., An Asymptotic Expansion Scheme for Optimal
Investment Problems, Statistical Inference for Stochastic Processes, Vol.7(2), 2004,
153-188.
[18] Takahashi, A. and Yoshida, N., Monte Carlo Simulation with Asymptotic Method,
Journal of Japan Statistical SocietyɼVol. 35(2), 2005, 171-203.
[19] A. B. Trolle and E. S. Schwartz, Unspanned stochastic volatility and the pricing of
commodity derivatives, The Review of Financial Studiesɼ22(11), 2009, 4423-4461.
[20] Watanabe, S., Analysis of Wiener Functionals (Malliavin Calculus) and Its Ap-
plications to Heat Kernels, The Annals of Probability, Vol.15, 1987, 1-39.
26[21] West, G., Calibration of the SABR Model in Illiquid Markets, Applied Mathemat-
ical Finance, Vol.12-4, December, 2005, 371-385.
[22] H.Y. Wong and Y.L. Cheung, Geometric Asian options: Valuation and calibration
with stochastic volatility, Quantitative Finance 4(3), 2004, 301-314.
[23] Yoshida, N., Asymptotic Expansion for Small Diﬀusions via the Theory of
Malliavin- Watanabe, Probability Theory and Related Fields, Vol. 92, 1992a, 275-
311.
[24] Yoshida, N., Asymptotic Expansions for Statistics Related to Small Diﬀusions,
Journal of Japan Statistical Society, Vol.22, 1992b, 139-159.
A Formulas for the Conditional Expectations of the Wiener-
It^ o Integrals
This appendix summarizes conditional expectation formulas for explicit computation
of the asymptotic expansions up to the third order.
In the following, W is a d-dimensional Brownian motion and qi = (ˆ qi1, , ˆ qid)
′
where ˆ qi 2 L2[0,T], i = 1,2,...,5 and x
′
denotes the transpose of x. Hn(x;Σ) denotes
the Hermite polynomial of degree n and Σ =
∫ T
0 jq1tj2dt. For the derivation and more
general results, see Section 3 in Takahashi, Takehara and Toda (2009).
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